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abstract
In  coping with  organizational changes in  the  current turbulent environment, focus is  primarily 
placed on  structural, “hard” factors, while socio-dynamic processes, which are  related to  them, 
are  somewhat overlooked. Organizational identity represents the  output of  processes of  staff 
identification with the organization. We focus on four types of organizational identity orientation: 
team, working groups, individual and especially hybrid. The goal of this paper is to detect whether 
the presumed heritage of identity of the socialist organization − in the form of hybrid orientation 
− persists in the period of transition, and how this orientation relates to selected characteristics 
of organizations today. Our study is based on the questionnaire survey among 219 organizations 
and shows that hybrid orientation of identity is still present either directly or can be hidden behind 
the form of working groups. Results of multiple ordinal regression analysis demonstrate that hybrid 
orientation of identity prevails in organizations with weak organizational culture that can provide 
an environment for the manipulative enforcement of individual interests. Our study is an attempt 
to understand how differences in organizational design may be associated with the arrangement 
of  social relations and  be reflected in  the  form of  organizational identity orientations. A  better 
understanding of  these processes can improve managerial decision-making in  situations when 
the change of external conditions raises the change of internal settings.
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introduction
The political and economic changes that occurred in 1989 in Central and Eastern Europe 
significantly affected nearly every aspect of the lives of local people. The adaptation 
strategies which had functioned until then lost their effectiveness, numerous social 
relations were broken and there were frequent and sudden changes in the structure 
and content of the social roles of individuals. It can be assumed that these phenomena 
were associated with changes in the social identity of individuals and were reflected 
in the identities of organizations operating in such a turbulent environment. 
These specific political, economic and social conditions certainly cannot be the only 
variables that affect the behaviour and experience of people in the work environment. 
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In addition to individual personality characteristics, other factors and their interactions 
also	 play	 a	 role	 here	 (Donaldson	 and	 Preston,	 1995).	 The	 transition	 from	 a	 planned	
economy to a market environment offered many opportunities for researchers to verify 
existing knowledge achieved by organizational theory as well as an opportunity 
for its further development (Whitley and Czaban, 1998; Soulsby and Clark, 2007; 
Clark	 and	 Soulsby,	 2007).	 Although	 there	 are	 valuable	 studies	 dealing	 with	 sense-
making and sense-giving processes associated with the change of organizational identity 
(hereinafter	 OI)	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	 former	 socialist	 organizations	 transformation	 
(Clark	and	Soulsby,	2012;	Soulsby	and	Clark,	2013),	their	qualitative	approach	does	not	
allow looking for significant relations between these processes and other factors playing 
a role in the organizational settings by applying statistical methods of analysis. 
We would like to build on these studies and contribute to the development 
of knowledge in this field by defining a conceptual framework that would enable us 
to link theoretical knowledge regarding organizational settings and people who work 
in them. Our approach primarily uses contingency theory (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; 
Trist,	1981;	Donaldson,	2001),	the	theory	of	self-categorization	(Turner,	1982),	the	theory	
of	social	identity	(Tajfel,	1982;	Tajfel	and	Turner,	1979,	1986)	and	social	cognitive	theory	
(Bandura,	1986,	1988).	We	believe	that	despite	the	revolutionary	social	changes,	running	
profit organizations is in general directed by the laws derived from the above-mentioned 
theories	and	it	tries	(whether	intentionally	planned	or	intuitively)	to	achieve	the	optimal	fit	
of contingencies. Unlike studies which deal mainly with issues of optimal organizational 
design, we want to draw the attention of leaders to the role of the human factor.
1.  theoretical background
1.1  Organizational identity
We assume that the main goals of organizations working in the market environment 
are performance, productivity and efficiency; usually set within the context of limited 
material and financial resources. Therefore, emphasis has been placed on working 
with human resources since the end of the last century, with the requirements 
for the soft skills of managers or leaders having grown up (Schweiker, 1997; 
Abdullah,	Uli	and	Tarí,	2008;	Cooper	and	Thatcher,	2010;	Van	Velsor	and	Wright,	2013).	
However, if we were to define the concept of soft skills and look for relationships between 
them and other components of organizational behaviour and organizational design, we 
have to face the serious methodological problem of the dimensionality of variables as well 
as difficulties in controlling intervening variables.
This led us to the decision to apply a “top-down” approach in which we try 
to find a general umbrella term that could aggregate the function of soft factors as well 
as the competence of leaders to work with them and could represent them as a whole when 
identifying their relationship with other contingencies. We assume that OI could serve 
as this umbrella concept as it is derived from the processes of identifying individuals 
with organizations and thus reflects their cognitive processing of environmental 
conditions,	including	changes	that	occur	in	it	(Jones	and	Volpe,	2011;	He	and	Brown,	2013).	 
By serving as a key instrument of sense-giving and sense-making, it gives them important 
clues to self-regulation in this environment. 
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In accord with scholars, we perceive OI as analogy of an individual’s identity. 
The content of OI are central, enduring and distinguishing attributes associated with key 
values shared in the organization and functioning as categorical imperatives in decisions 
made in key situations (Albert and Whetten, 1985; Whetten and Godrey, 1998; 
Whetten,	 2006).	 Like	 Gioia,	 Thomas,	 Clark	 and	 Chittipeddi	 (1994),	 we	 believe	 that	
these categorical imperatives may not be explicitly stated, because they can function 
as group awareness of the organizations’ members. It contains the shared beliefs 
in	the	central,	enduring,	and	distinguishing	(and	similar)	features.	It	is	construed	through	
discourse, resulting from social interactions between members of the organization, 
and between members of the organization and the external environment. It enables 
an organization to define itself towards others and still remain itself, which is the essential 
assumption of sharing its own uniqueness with others and, thus, cooperating with them 
(Harquail	and	King,	2003;	Haslam	and	Ellemers,	2005).
Our concept of OI as an indicator of the quality of managerial soft skills is based 
on the belief that in addition to the individual characteristics, this process of identification 
is affected by methods motivating the quality of communication in the organization, 
leadership styles, and other soft factors. These are tied to the ability of a manager to link 
these elements to the broader context which organizations operate in and with the choice 
of an appropriate strategy, which takes into account not only the motivation of individuals, 
but	 also	 the	 motivation	 of	 the	 group	 as	 a	 whole	 (Lewis,	 2011).	 The	 degree	 of	 job	
satisfaction contributes to the fact that workers more deeply identify with the values 
and norms of the organization and are more willing to share their culture and identity. 
Thus, this process is not only associated with the formation of the individual self, 
or “who I am”, but also of with the group awareness, “who we are”.
Given that motivational processes form the basis of our concept of OI as an umbrella 
construct, our methodological approach applies the conceptual framework of OI orientation 
introduced	by	Brickson	(2000,	2005,	2007),	further	elaborated	by	the	example	from	Cooper	
and	Thatcher	 (2010).	We	proceeded	mainly	 from	Brickson’s	conception	of	motivation	
base of an identity, where she distinguishes three main sources of motivation: self-
interests, interpersonal benefits and collective welfare. This conceptual framework, 
based	 on	Brewer’s	 and	Gardner’s	 (1996)	 classification	 of	 processes	 of	 identification,	
describes the identification processes as sharing of cognitive patterns and values that 
relate to the experience of the character of social interactions and the social relations 
resulting from them. These relations can take on the character of central, permanent 
and distinguishing features of the organization. 
Starting	from	Whetten’s	(2006)	concept	that	differentiates	the	functional	standard	
of organization to which the distinguishing features are linked, and the structural 
standard related to the central and endurable features, we can conclude that Brickson’s 
(2005,	2007)	concept	rather	refers	to	the	functional	standard	and	thus	primarily	captures	
the distinguishing features of OI. As such, it will be strongly based on the organizational 
climate and tied to the quality of relationships in the organization. But with regards 
to the needs of decision-making on organizational design optimizing and on optimal 
arrangement of contingencies that play a role in it, it would be more suitable to focus 
on the structural standard of the organization and think about the central features of OI 
that are shared by members of the organization and viewed as an important part 
of the picture of “who we are”.
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Although contingency theory is subject to efforts for its enhancement by newer 
approaches	(Brown,	2008;	Qiu,	Donaldson	and	Luo,	2012;	Meyer,	Tsui	and	Hinings,	1993),	
we	agree	with	Van	de	Ven,	Ganco	and	Hinings	 (2013),	by	 its	 essence	 it	 still	 remains	
an important source of knowledge by the means of which a way to maximize organizational 
performance by minimizing discrepancies and tensions between the diverse requirements 
of the environment and the internal structure of the organization can be sought. Achieving 
the goals of an organization is connected with the necessity of division of labour 
and thus the distribution of social positions in the organization. An individual that 
enters into an organization usually has an idea of the positions that are available as well 
as on the content of the roles that are attached to them. Within the processes of cognitive 
analysis, by which he/she creates a picture of the environment into which he/she enters, 
he/she is also considering the opportunities for his/her social integration, and compares 
its requirements with his/her conditions and on the basis of this he/she regulates his/her 
behaviour	(Bandura,	1988).	One	of	the	most	important	social	motives	that	function	here	
is	the	need	for	self-enhancement	(Tajfel	and	Turner,	1979).
Tajfel’s	and	Turner’s	(1986)	work	leads	 to	 the	 theory	of	social	 identity	and	theory	
of self-categorization, allowing us to understand better what can happen in situations 
of organizational design changes, associated with changes in the structure and content 
of social positions in organization. From this perspective, it is particularly important, whether 
and how the permeability of social categories is changing; namely, whether the conditions 
allow mobility between social units, which serves for self-enhancement, or if it does 
not	(Haslam,	Powel	and	Turner,	2000;	Elstak,	Bhatt,	Van	Riel,	Pratt	and	Berens,	2015).	
The outcomes of the assessment of these conditions lead to different strategies associated 
with different motivation: in the case of possible mobility, the individualistic motives 
prevail, while there, where social mobility is not possible, this part of the individual’s 
motivation is oriented socially and takes a form of strategies of social creativity or social 
competition	(Tajfel	and	Turner,	1979,	1986).
Given that social arrangement of organization, from which these motivational processes 
arise, is an integral part of how members perceive their organization, what they share in it 
(“it	goes	like	this	at	us”)	and	what	serves	as	an	important	factor	for	decision-making	
in situations “at a crossroads”, we are convinced that the beliefs about the legitimacy 
of social settings of an organization (Haslam, 2001; Haveman and David, 2008; 
Bridwell-Mitchell	 and	Mezias,	 2012)	 and	 the	 related	motivational	 processes	 can	 be	
considered as one of the central features of OI.
1.2  Organizational identity Orientation
The research conducted for selected features of OI comes from their connection 
to the culture and the environment in which the organization operates. It assumes that 
the behaviour patterns of members of an organization are motivationally based on shared 
forms of socially oriented beliefs. Motivational sources were simplified for our purposes 
to self-interest and collective welfare on the basis of Tajfel’s and Turner’s concept 
of self-categorization processes. This also corresponds to the dimension of Management 
and	Membership	described	by	Alvesson	and	Empson	(2008)	as	one	of	the	four	dimensions	
by the means of which OI can be construed.
Another recognized element is the management style embedded in the organizational 
culture. External regulation of the behaviour of organizations’ members can take the form 
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of orders, within the scope of a securely set hierarchy of the management. Or it may allow 
for autonomy and room for self-regulation to a large extent. Thus, we obtain the model 
of the orientation type of OI by linking shared cultural norms to forms of work behaviour 
regulation,	and	to	a	kind	of	interests	related	to	the	social	motivation	beliefs	(see	Table	1).
table 1 | types of Oi orientation
Organizational Identity Orientation
Interest in the organization‘s environment
personal group
Group behaviour
autonomous individual team
forced orders hybrid working group
Source: Authors’ own concept based on adaptation of Brickson (2005) and Pirožek (2005).
The type of team orientation is based on the concept of “interdependent people” 
(Plamínek,	2000),	where	team	members	subordinate	their	personal	interests	to	the	needs	
of the whole, i.e. the interests of the organization. Simultaneously, these interests can be 
realized through free will because employees identify with the culture of the organization, 
share its goals and are capable of adaptive self-regulation in achieving them.
Individual orientation of OI represents the sharing of tolerance for an individual’s 
behaviour with a clear demonstration of personal interests, if those are not in direct 
conflict with organizational goals. An individual or team orientation has also retained 
a high degree of autonomy in decision-making and in implementation of working tasks.
The orientation of a type of working group is the opposite of the individual 
orientation. It assumes that the organization is able to unite the satisfaction of  staff`s needs 
with the satisfaction of its own needs, and so the work behaviour respects the interests 
of the whole. However, the identification of employees with the organization can be weak 
and rather utilitarian, or the character of work does not allow a higher degree of autonomy, 
so that work behaviour requires regulation by orders.
The last type of socially oriented beliefs, hybrid orientation (Whetten, 2006; 
Brickson,	2005),	rather	accurately	reflects	a	management	system	in	which	most	workers	
are not able to make decisions in situations of fundamental performances related to work. 
In that way, the most capable and talented individuals should decide for them, while 
the	 responsibility	 is	 carried	by	 the	entire	collective	 (Boaz,	1997).	As	a	 result	of	 this,	
there are social groupings where people work under orders and pressure that are based 
on	the	personal	interests	of	an	individual	(or	individuals)	with	a	formal	source	of	power.	
The basic tool for promoting the individual interests is the manipulation of the collective’s 
members and goals. The results of the collective are then presented as an interest 
of the organization. In the proposed model, hybrid orientation is thus characterized 
by the dominance of individual interests as to be pursued through the whole. The behaviour 
of members is formally managed through orders and manipulation. In our opinion, 
this often happen when the changed conditions do not enable social mobility anymore 
and there are strong individuals in the group who were used to assert self-enhancement 
by moving to reference group and now feel limited by new conditions. 
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1.3 components of Organization
According	to	Morton	(1991)	and	Pirožek	(2005),	basic	components	of	an	organization’s	
management	are	environment,	structure	and	culture	components	(Table	2).	For	the	purpose	
of this study, one elemental component from each organization component were 
considered, see Table 2, marked in bold.
table 2 | relations of the Oi orientation to the components of organization
Component of Organization Elemental Component
Structure
Structural Dimensions
Competence in the Structural Hierarchy
Structural Creation
Environment
Environmental Dynamics
Organizational Image
Profit or Non-profit Orientation
Culture
Culture Strength 
Cultural Elements
Cultural Focus
Source: Authors’ own processing based on Morton (1991) and Pirožek (2005).
The organization’s environment in general is characterized by uncertainties 
of	external	conditions	(Donnelly,	Gibson	and	Ivancevich,	1997)	and	it	may	take	the	form	
of two bipolar conditions. It is a dynamic environment characterized by considerable 
variability, when the predictability of the future conditions is very difficult, almost 
impossible. It is a static environment, characterized by stability, which allows good 
predictability	of	future	conditions	(Brown	and	Starkey,	2000).
Organizational structure defines the concept of work organization in the perspective 
of	dimensions,	competencies	and	access	to	organizational	planning	(Donnelly	et	al.,	1997).	
The concept of competency resp. competence can be understood from two basic 
perspectives	−	behavioural	and	classical	management.	The	behavioural	approach	combines	
competencies with the personal skills of a person, or with the required characteristics 
of a job. It is related to the nature of work performance. The classical management approach 
understands the concept of competence as an authorization to rule, which is associated 
with a specific job position in the organizational hierarchy. 
Although most authors dealing with the organizational culture concur with the idea 
that the nature of organizational culture is sharing, opinions differ on the definition 
of	what	is	shared.	As	to	the	content	of	organizational	culture,	we	start	from	Schein’s	(2004)	
approach. We believe that the degree of sharing principles important for everyday work 
routine would be reflected also in the degree of sharing principles on which the concept 
“who we are” is based. When examining the relationship between the types of OI 
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orientation and organizational culture, we therefore focused on monitoring the strength 
of organizational culture as a possible indicator of the OI sharing.
2.  study aim and Working Hypotheses
Our goal is to detect whether the presumed heritage of identity of the socialist organization 
−	 in	 the	 form	 of	 hybrid	 orientation	 −	 persists	 in	 the	 period	 of	 transition,	 and	 how	
this orientation relates to selected characteristics of organizations today. Yet, even though 
the transition to a market economy has already been gone through many years ago, we 
can often hear statements of Czech employees at companies who say that in this respect 
nothing has changed. The main reason for this choice is the fact that among the four 
selected types of socially oriented beliefs the hybrid orientation may be the biggest source 
of serious problems in the organization as it carries a strong potential for intractable 
conflicts	(Fiol	et	al.,	2009).	The	study	is	therefore	based	on	the	following	three	working	
hypotheses: 
 ● H1. Hybrid orientation of identity is significantly represented in organizations 
with traditional conceptions of competences.
 ● H2. Hybrid orientation of identity is significantly represented in organizations 
operating in a stable environment.
 ● H3. Hybrid orientation of identity prevails in organizations with weak 
organizational culture.
We have no chance to compare OI of contemporary organizations operating 
in	the	Czech	Republic	with	the	identity	of	those	that	worked	here	before	the	transition	
to the market environment. Nevertheless, we believe the key factor which in this situation 
has worked in the formation of new identities is primarily the perceived change 
in the social environment and internal motivational conditions of the organization’s 
members related to this change. We are aware that our approach is a simplification 
of a very complex issue, but we want to make sure whether elements of OI actually 
play a role in organizational design, so that the findings could enable more detailed 
research in this field. That is why we investigate the relationship of other three 
considered OI orientations to select organizations’ elemental components which are also 
involved in organizational design shaping. The next goal is the comparison of selected 
components of OI between domestic and foreign organizations, and across economic 
sectors. Our experience from practice shows that hybrid orientation of OI can be a latent 
phenomenon	mainly	in	working	groups.	According	to	Brickson	(2005,	2007),	working	
groups as a form of organizational design based on the division of labour are common 
in the manufacturing industry. Thus, other two working hypotheses addressed to hybrid 
OI orientation are formulated:
 ● H4. Hybrid orientation of identity prevails in domestic organizations.
 ● H5. Hybrid orientation of identity prevails in the secondary economic sector.
3.  data and methods
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The data relating to the identification of different types of an OI orientation, 
and of the observed components of organization, were obtained through semi-structured 
interviews.	The	preparation	of	research	was	carried	out	in	several	phases.	In	2009−2010,	
the content of the questionnaire was formulated, based on the theoretical background 
of the research area. The preliminary surveys took place in selected organizations 
in the following year and they were aimed at verifying comprehensibility for respondents, 
as well as the correct conduct of interviewers. Then there was a pilot survey on a sample 
of 77 organizations, the evaluation of which, including the incorporation of the interviewer’s 
experience,	was	the	basis	for	a	subsequent	 in-depth	investigation.	Results	from	a	pilot	
study	focusing	only	on	the	culture	component	were	presented	by	Vinsova	et	al.	(2012).
The main phase of data collecting was in 2011–2013. Our research sample was 
obtained on the basis of technical feasibility and availability. Organizations were first 
contacted	 via	 their	 employees	 −	 students	 attending	 the	 blended	 learning	 program	 at	
the Faculty of Management, University of Economics, Prague. Those organizations that 
were willing to undergo a structured interview were included in the sample. Our effort 
was	to	get	a	sample	of	200−300	for-profit	organizations,	therefore	the	data	collection	took	
about three years. Finally, it included a total of 220 companies operating in the Czech 
Republic.	For	the	purpose	of	our	study,	data	were	acquired	from	the	companies	in	two	
ways.	 Representatives	 of	 senior	 management	 of	 selected	 companies	 were	 contacted	
through a semi-structured questionnaire which also allowed the respondent’s own 
answer. The interviewers were trained for this purpose. In order to achieve higher 
accuracy of answers, the interviewers put down their own notes in addition to recording 
answers, and experts then evaluated these notes and answers together. One questionnaire 
was excluded due to inconsistent answers.  Therefore, our research sample consists 
of 219 organizations.
The content of the questionnaire and its structure were based on the above basic 
components	(structure,	environment,	culture)	of	the	organization,	going	on	to	examine	OI	
in which the organization operates. Each component of the organization was represented 
by	 one	 ordinal	 item.	 A	 five-point	 rating	 scale	 (structure:	 1	 −	 traditional	 approach	 /	 
5 – behavioural concept; environment: 1 – stable / 5 – dynamic; culture: 1 – weak / 
5	–	strong)	was	prepared	in	advance	to	assess	most	variables	that	characterize	the	individual	
organizational components so that the following quantitative analysis might be possible. 
Similarly, each of four considered types of OI orientation was also investigated using 
a	five-point	ordinal	scale	(1	–	weak	/	5	–	strong). Regarding	the	methodological	point	
of	view,	we	proceeded	similarly	as	Brickson	(2005),	who	investigated	the	dependence	
of quantitative data converted from qualitative data by means of coding. The questions 
were	 based	 on	 Brickson’s	 (2007)	 description	 of	 external	 and	 internal	 social	 value	
potentiality concerning particular types of OI orientation.
The	research	sample	is	 introduced	using	Table	3	a	4.	It	covered	both	129	(58.9%)	
domestic	 and	 90	 (41.1%)	 foreign	 for-profit	 organizations.	 The	 range	 of	 staff	 was	
from	2	to	246,000.	The	sample	thus	contained	small,	medium	and	large	organizations	
(Table	3).	The	majority	(98.2%)	of	organizations	operate	outside	of	primary	economic	
sector.	In	particular,	120	(72	with	domestic,	48	with	foreign	owner)	organizations	provide	
services	(Table	4).
The acquired data was summarized with the help of descriptive statistics tools. 
With respect to the ordinal nature of the OI orientation variable, the dependence of the type 
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of OI orientation on the selected elements of the structural component, environment 
and culture, and also on ownership and economic sector, was assessed by a multiple ordinal 
regression which belongs to the class of generalized linear models. For the analysis, we 
used	R	software	version	3.5.1	(R	Core	Team,	2018),	namely	R-package	VGAM.	
table 3 | Owner and size of the organization − absolute (relative) frequency 
of organizations
Type of Organization Domestic Foreign Total
Micro (0–9 employees) 6 (2.7%) 0 (0.0%) 6 (2.7%)
Small (10–49 employees) 43 (19.6%) 9 (4.1%) 50 (23.7%)
Medium (50–249 employees) 48 (21.9%) 25 (11.4%) 73 (33.3%)
Large (250 and more employees) 32 (14.6%) 56 (25.6%) 88 (40.2%)
Total 129 (58.9%) 90 (49.1%) 219 (100.0%)
Source: Authors’ own research
table 4 | Owner and economic sector of the organization − absolute (relative) frequency 
of organizations
Economic Sector Domestic Foreign Total
Primary 4 (1.8%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (1.8%)
Secondary 53 (24.2%) 42 (19.2%) 95 (43.4%)
Tertiary 72 (32.9%) 48 (21.9%) 120 (54.8%)
Source: Authors’ own research
5.  results
Table 5 shows basic descriptive statistics for OI orientation types according to the ownership. 
The important information is the level of different types of OI: the higher level (sample 
mean	is	greater	than	3)	of	representation	in	both	types	of	ownership	is	at	group	interest	
(working	 groups,	 team)	 and	 the	 lower	 level	 of	 representation	 (sample	mean	 is	 lower	 
than	3)	is	at	personal	interest	(individual,	hybrid).	
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table 5 | comparison of type of Oi orientation among organizations with a domestic  
or foreign owner − sample means (and standard deviations)
Ownership Hybrid Individual Working group Team
Domestic 2.24 (1.30) 2.12 (1.02) 3.29 (1.22) 3.67 (1.30)
Foreign 2.49 (1.20) 2.07 (1.03) 3.36 (1.24) 3.72 (1.20)
In Total 2.34 (1.26) 2.10 (1.02) 3.32 (1.23) 3.69 (1.26)
Source: Authors’ own research
table 6 | comparison of type of Oi orientation among organizations operating 
in different economic sectors − sample means (and standard deviations)
Economic Sector Hybrid Individual Working group Team
Primary Sector 1.50 (1.00) 1.25 (0.50) 4.25 (0.50) 4.00 (0.82)
Secondary Sector 2.47 (1.26) 1.88 (0.93) 3.58 (1.14) 3.45 (1.33)
Tertiary Sector 2.27 (1.26) 2.30 (1.05) 3.08 (1.33) 3.88 (1.19)
Source: Authors’ own research
Similarly, descriptive analysis for OI orientation with respect of economic sector 
irrespective of ownership was done, see Table 6. Higher values of sample means can 
be seen as in previous table for working group and team orientations of OI across all 
the sectors. Notice that presented values for organizations in primary sector have a very 
low informative value due to only four organizations in this sector.
Table 7 gives main results from ordinal regression analysis with cumulative 
logits and proportional odds. We used four analogous models for each OI orientation 
as	a	response.	Given	the	small	number	of	organizations	in	the	primary	sector	(Table	4),	
organizations from this sector were merged with the organizations from the secondary 
sector for the purpose of modelling.
table 7 | Ordinal regression analysis results for Oi orientation − estimates for odds 
ratios (Or) and p-values of related tests
Hybrid Individual Working g. Team
Predictor OR p OR p OR p OR p
Competence 0.89 0.395 1.55 0.002 0.78 0.065 1.37   0.024
Dynamics 1.10 0.398 1.02 0.851 0.90 0.346 1.15   0.244
Culture strength 0.68 0.001 0.78 0.033 0.91 0.428 2.31 < 0.001
Owner (F vs D) 1.52 0.094 0.92 0.739 1.12 0.640 1.08   0.773
Sector (3 vs 1-2) 0.74 0.241 2.17 0.003 0.51 0.008 1.76   0.029
Overall significance X2 p X2 p X2 p X2 p
Wald X2 test 15.38 0.009 26.30 < 0.001 16.07 0.007 54.07 < 0.001
Source: Authors’ own research
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For	hybrid	OI	orientation,	one	statistically	significant	result	at	the	5%	significance	
level	can	be	seen,	namely	for	culture	strength	(p	=	0.001).	In	particular,	with	increasing	
culture	strength,	odds	on	stronger	hybrid	orientation	of	OI	decrease	(estimate	for	OR	<	1),	
adjusted	 for	 other	 considered	 effects	 (ceteris	 paribus	 principle).	 For	 individual	
OI orientation, we get similar result, see p = 0.033 for the predictor Culture strength. 
Moreover, there are two other significant results (Competence: p = 0.002 and Sector: 
p	=	0.003).	From	point	estimates	for	OR,	it	follows	that	the	closer	to	behavioural	concept	
of competence in structural hierarchy, the higher odds on higher values of individual 
orientation	of	OI	(estimate	for	OR	is	1.55).	Individual	OI	Orientation	is	more	probable	
at tertiary sector than at the two others.
Focusing on the results for working group orientation of OI, we can see that a significant 
effect of Sector. Working Group OI Orientation is more probable for the primary or 
secondary sector than for the tertiary one. Further, in the ordinal regression results for team 
orientation of OI, there are three significant effects: 1/ Competence in structural hierarchy 
(positive	effect	when	changing	the	competencies	concept	from	traditional	to	behavioural);	
2/	Culture	strength	(positive	effect);	3/	Sector	of	economic	activity	(higher	odds	on	team	
OI	orientation	for	tertiary	sector	than	for	other	ones).
6.  discussion 
In the case of the first working hypothesis assuming that hybrid orientation of identity 
is significantly represented in organizations with traditional conceptions of competences, 
we managed to give a statistical evidence for their connection with individual or team 
orientation	of	OI	at	the	5%	level.	Considering	the	value	of	OR	estimate,	we	can	state	that	
the closer the competences in the organization are to the behavioural approach, the more 
frequently we can find the individual behaviour and the team type of the OI orientation. 
This corresponds with the openness of this managerial style, based on the importance 
of	skills,	to	self-enhancement	and	social	mobility	(Tajfel	and	Turner,	1979).	Our	results	
do not support H1, however, if we conceptualize collectivism as a broader concept 
of hybrid identity orientation or of working group, we can see one result nearly significant 
(p	=	0.065).	 If	 there	 is	 a	 fixed	hierarchical	 structure	 in	 an	organization,	with	 clearly	
defined sources of power, it is expected that OI will not be single-layered, but it will copy 
the distribution of power. Thus, OI cannot be used as a generally applicable guideline 
to automatic regulation for all the organizations’ members. The coordination of activities 
and the implementation of decisions therefore must be subordinated to management 
and control of those who have been authorized to use it (Brewer and Gardner, 1996; 
Corley,	2004).
As to the H2 (Hybrid orientation of identity is significantly represented 
in organizations operating in a stable environment),	there	is	no	statistically	significant	
effect on the degree of any orientation of OI, given other explanatory variables, that 
is competence, culture strength, ownership and sector. Therefore, the second hypothesis 
(H2)	 was	 not	 supported	 by	 our	 study	 results.	 We	 assumed	 that	 stable	 environment	
with low demands on flexibility had been an important feature of former socialist 
organizations where hybrid identity used to have been a frequent phenomenon but it 
seems from our results that this was not the main precondition and that the individual 
needs for self-enhancement would be stronger regardless of environmental conditions 
(Tajfel	and	Turner,	1979,	1986).
32 Acta Oeconomica Pragensia, 2019, 27(2), 21–37, https://doi.org/10.18267/j.aop.619
Regarding	 the	 culture	 strength,	 the	 relation	 to	 the	 orientation	 of	 OI,	 consistent	
with the hypothesis H3 (Hybrid orientation of identity prevails in organizations with weak 
organizational culture),	was	demonstrated.	The	weaker	the	culture	is,	the	higher	the	level	
of hybrid as well as individual type of OI orientation. The stronger culture is connected 
with the higher degree of team orientation of identity. Although there is no statistical 
evidence for the connection of the orientation of working group type with the limited 
power of organizational culture, these findings confirm that the OI is embedded 
in the organizational culture. They indirectly refer to the importance of the identification 
processes: if employees do not identify with the organization and its goals, they do not 
share	its	culture	either	(He	and	Brown,	2013;	Jones	and	Volpe,	2011).
The fourth hypothesis (Hybrid orientation of identity prevails in domestic 
organizations)	was	not	supported	by	a	statistical	significant	result	at	the	5%	level,	but	only	
at	 the	10%	level.	Further,	 the	fifth	hypothesis	(Hybrid orientation of identity prevails 
in the secondary economic sector)	 was	 not	 statistically	 confirmed.	 Given	 that	 more	 
than	 40%	 of	 organizations	 forming	 the	 sample	 operate	 in	 the	 secondary	 sector	
(manufacturing	and	industry),	it	is	expected	that	technological	conditions	here	will	require	
arrangements	mainly	in	the	form	of	working	groups	(Brickson,	2005).	This	expectation	
about the sector effect on working groups OI orientation was statistically confirmed 
(see	 Table	 9).	 However,	 taking	 into	 account	 the	 frequent	 critical	 remarks	 of	 Czech	
employees, it is necessary to surmise the possible effects of the phenomenon of labelling 
(Gioia,	Schultz	and	Corley,	2000).	
We do not know whether or not the current organizations acting in the marketplace 
take over rhetoric typical for this environment, and if they build their identity in new 
terms, even though the original content has not changed. The source of OI is the shared 
experience of the organization’s members, reflecting the conditions of the external 
and internal environment as well as their historical experience. In accordance with Corley 
(2004),	we	assume	that	 the	perception,	on	which	this	sharing	is	based,	may	also	vary	
depending on the hierarchical structure of the organization. Managers may be more 
subject to expectations of the external environment and link OI with strategy, while 
ordinary workers perceive it more as guidelines for solving common business situations 
(Corley,	2004).	Thus,	the	results	presented	may	already	show	an	adaptation	(or	at	least	
a	rhetorical	adaptation)	of	executives	to	the	new	conditions,	while	the	shared	cognitive	
schemes and experiences of workers at lower levels of the job hierarchy may not have 
changed.	This	phenomenon	is	also	described	by	Soulsby	and	Clark	(2013),	who	pointed	
out at politics of some managers aimed at preserving their values, interests and priorities 
as well as their positions by managing the crucial stakeholders in such a way as to produce 
pronounced agreement with these aims. We have informal reports from workers 
of the organizations surveyed affirming that such is indeed the case. 
We are aware of some limitations of our study. First, the data obtained are influenced 
by the nature of empirical inquiry and certain subjectivity of the interviewers, 
and particularly on the side of the respondents. When formulating the conclusions, 
we have assumed that surveyed representatives of organizations, according to their 
work activity associated with the internal environment of the organization, are able 
to reflect adequately the selected features of identity of their organization and of other 
characteristics that we monitor. Second, the construction of OI by an individual can 
be altered by various factors whose impact is unclear to the interviewer. The attempt 
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to quantify each organization’s elemental component only by one ordinal item carries 
a considerable risk of oversimplification, resulting in inappropriate interpretations. 
Nevertheless, we tried to at least partially suppress this problem by checking 
the consistency of the additional open answers and the interviewer’s notes by experts. 
Third, we realize that the scope of organizations included in the sample is considerably 
limited in terms of their agreeing to participate in research. These can affect the results 
we have achieved, namely their external validity. Despite these limitations, we believe 
that we have managed to draw attention to the fact that, when assessing OI orientation, 
it	is	necessary	to	extend	the	concept	of	Brickson	(2000)	to	hybrid	forms	of	OI	orientation,	
as they can have a significant impact on organizational processes and outputs.
conclusions
Our study represents an attempt to understand what happens at the working environment 
when the external conditions are changing while undergoing internal changes. Moreover, 
it attempts to identify factors playing a key role in these situations. What happens 
in conditions when the original culture has been weakened by new cultural influence 
and	 this	new	culture	has	not	yet	been	 sufficiently	 accepted	 (shared)	 and	established?	
How are the motives of workers and managers and patterns of behaviour that lead to their 
satisfaction	changing?
We assume that all these changes reflect the historical context as well as interactions 
with both the internal and external environment and are put into practice in the form 
of soft skills employed by the manager. In order to quantify this broad concept and relate 
it	 to	 other	 factors,	 we	 chose	 OI	 (Whetten,	 2006)	 as	 a	 construct	 that,	 as	 the	 output	
of the identification processes, represents this field of organizational life and reflects 
the	quality	of	management	styles	(Whetten	and	Godrey,	1998).	
OI is conceptualized on the basis of social motives as OI orientation (Brickson, 
2000,	2002).	These	motives	are	related	both	to	personal	and	group	needs,	arising	from	
the processes of self-categorization and serve for the purpose of an individual’s social 
identity, especially for satisfying his/her need of self-enhancement (Tajfel and Turner, 
1979,	1986).	 	Their	satisfaction	is	first	gained	by	the	opportunities	for	social	mobility	
in organizations. It is also controlled by the preferred norms of behaviour in the group, 
which allow individuals either greater autonomy or group behaviour is controlled 
by commands. The central and distinguishing feature of OI is then based on the values 
and norms associated with the team or group behaviour, or either on individualistic 
and	hybrid	(collectivist)	behavioural	patterns.
Contingency theory and approaches derived from it (Van de Ven, Ganco and Hinings, 
2013;	Donaldson,	2001)	provide	many	crucial	lessons	on	how	to	arrange	organizational	
design. In our paper, we want to point out that the organizational design is closely 
related to the social structure and social motives of members of the organization. From 
the perspective of managerial decision-making, it is important to capture a hybrid 
type of identity orientation, which corresponds to the collectivist concept of socialist 
organizations. They represent behaviour motivated by the satisfaction of the interests 
of some individuals in an environment, where the behaviour control by the external 
commands and by manipulation is dominant. 
From the postulated hypotheses, we managed to confirm that hybrid orientation 
of identity prevails in organizations with weak organizational culture. We have failed 
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to show the connection between hybrid orientation of identity with organizations 
with traditional conception of competencies, neither with organizations operating 
in a stable environment nor with in organizations of domestic ownership. Although we 
have not find any study confirming or refuting these results, we can anticipate that social 
processes aimed at satisfaction of individual needs will play more important role here 
(Tajfel,	Turner,	1976,	1979).	However,	the	results	show	that	individual	types	of	orientation	
of OI may be associated with certain organizational components, namely with behavioural 
concept of competences, weak organizational culture and tertiary industrial sector.
Though our results do not allow generalization, they indicate the possibility 
of creating a space for manipulative assertion of individual interest as known from 
former “collectives” of socialist organizations. But this phenomenon does not seem to be 
embedded	in	particular	political	background	(Creed,	1995),	we	can	assume	that	it	is	driven	
by a variety of other variables linked to the environment of the organization, its structure 
and strategy as well as to leadership styles influencing the character of social relations 
in organization.
Based on the experience of processing this paper, we postulate that the construct 
of OI as the result of the process of identification with organizational culture and sharing 
central, endurable and distinguishing features has paramount importance for the shift 
in recognition of an organization as a living organism, with very complex connections 
and relations that cannot be mechanically simplified as causal relations. We think that 
narrative approaches allow for a more intuitive understanding of this phenomenon 
cognizant of the fact that their findings may be further developed and scientifically 
reviewed. Vice versa, findings obtained by exact methods must be reviewed by qualitative 
methods so that we can obtain evidence on their indisputable contents. With respect 
to the research effectiveness, the mere identification of those constructs which bear 
the biggest amount of relevant information would be an important contribution.
The practical impact of the development of OI from the past to the present in terms 
of	 the	 transformation	 of	 enterprises	 (Soulsby	 and	Clark,	 2013)	 is	 important	 not	 only	
for a better understanding of the transformation process itself.  In spite of limitations 
mentioned above, our proposed concept of further research may reveal interactions among 
the processes shaping OI as well as those shaped by it and their impact on the quality 
of the working environment, generating synergies, leading to better performance, quality, 
and efficiency of the company.
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